The present paper is a case study of the rendition of English Reduced Lexical Forms (RLFs) in Majalat AlOloom (the Arabic version of Scientific American). It works with the assumption that RLFs can be problematic in Arabic translation because English commonly favors the employment of such forms while Arabic opts for reduced forms only infrequently. The purpose is to examine authentic Arabic translational data in an English text type (popular science articles) that usually abounds in RLFs, in order to see how translators render them into Arabic. The data shows that professional scientific translators employ various strategies to render a variety of English RLFs.
The second most common English RLFs involve the application of clipping to existing words in order to create new ones. The most common procedure in clipping is to cut off the first (or, to a lesser extent, the last) syllable in the word and have it stand for the whole word. Examples include gym, lab, bike, phone, and bra, among many others. In some cases, the clipped forms occur in writing only and are pronounced as full words, e.g. Eng for engineer or English and Rev for Reverend.
Another familiar reduction process in English is the blending of two lexemes to produce a word representing a new concept. The standard procedure is to combine the onset consonants and/or syllable(s) of one word with the last syllable of another.
Examples include brunch from breakfast and lunch, smog from smoke and fog, and autocide from automobile and suicide, among many others. A more common manifestation of blending in technical materials involves taking one part of a word (one or more syllables) and combining it to a full word. Examples include geopolitics, psycholinguistics, ecosystem, Afroasiatic, carboxide, morphophonemic, and biochemistry, among many others.
Lexical Reduction in Arabic
Arabic, in contrast with English, employs RLFs on a small scale. Traditionally, the use of a modified version of acronyms was confined to phrases with a religious tinge (They all feature Allah). The procedure involves employing verbs featuring the most salient and/or important sounds in a phrase/sentence to indicate the uttering of full phrases/sentences such as hallala ‫ﻞ‬ ‫هﻠ‬ for the sentence laa 'ilaah 'illaa 'allaah ‫اﷲ‬ ‫إﻻ‬ ‫ﻪ‬ ‫إﻟ‬ ‫ﻻ‬ 'There is no God but Allah', kabbara ‫ﺮ‬ َ ‫آﺒ‬ for the utterance 'allaahu 'akbar ‫ﺮ‬ ‫أآﺒ‬ ‫اﷲ‬ 'God's the greatest', basmala ‫ﺑﺴﻤﻞ‬ for the phrase bismi-llaah il-raħmaan il-raħiim ‫ﺮﺣﻴﻢ‬ ‫اﻟ‬ ‫اﻟﺮﺣﻤﻦ‬ ‫اﷲ‬ ‫ﺑﺴﻢ‬ 'In the name of God, the most Gracious, the most Merciful', and ħawqala ‫ﻞ‬ ‫ﺣﻮﻗ‬ for the sentence laa ħawla walaa quwwata ilaa billaah 'There's no refuge nor strength but in from kahrabaa'ii ‫ﺎﺋﻲ‬ ‫آﻬﺮﺑ‬ 'electric' and maγnaatiisii ‫ﻲ‬ ‫ﻣﻐﻨﺎﻃﻴﺴ‬ 'magnetic' and 'afru'aasyawii ‫'أﻓﺮوﺁﺳﻴﻮي‬Afro-asiatic' from 'afriiqii ‫أﻓﺮﻳﻘﻲ‬ 'African' and 'aasyawii 'Asiatic' ‫ﺁﺳﻴﻮي‬ .
Translation of English RLFs
English, which is an international lingua franca nowadays, offered and is still offering scores of RLFs, particularly the employment of initials to stand for lexical phrases, in various fields and occupations including business, industry, tourism, science, technology, academia, etc. The expert as well as the translator is astounded by the huge number of these RLFs and the opaqueness encapsulated thereof (Spencer 1988) . The general tendency to use RLFs in written as well as spoken English discourse, which is mainly motivated by economy, euphony, and prestige and/or professionalism (cf. Newmark 1988) , may cause serious problems to translators in first interpreting RLFs and then in rendering them into the TL. The kind of problems occurring depends on whether the language pair involves genealogically related languages, e.g. English and other European languages, or genealogically unrelated languages, e.g. English and Arabic.
In the former case, initialisms whose source is not English may vary across European languages, which are receptive to such lexical reduction, e.g. SSSR, USSR, UDSSR, and URSS in Russian, English, German and French respectively all refer to former Soviet Union. The variation emanates from the initials in the phrase in each language. However, more recently, there has been a tendency in several European languages to borrow English initialisms formally. Examples include English internationalisms such as AIDS, DNA, DVD, LCD, etc. (González 1991; Bankole 2006 As is clear, the study material is a par excellence sample of scientific translation.
Scientific translation, it is generally believed, focuses on the accurate conveyance of the content of scientific discourse. Ilyas (1989: 109) writes "In scientific works, subject-matter takes priority over the style of the linguistic medium which aims at expressing facts, experiments, hypotheses, etc. … All that is required in fact is that of verbal accuracy and lucidity of expression". If the translator is required to improvise verbal accuracy and lucid expression, one wonders what remains of the linguistic medium Ilyas is underestimating in the above quote. There is no question that the translator's knowledge in the relevant area is a prerequisite in scientific translation (Nida 1964; Giles 1995; Lotfipour; 1996; AlHassnawi 200) . However, an effective rhetoric of scientific discourse should accompany the rendition of accurate scientific information. Sharkas (2009) , in an article titled "Translation Quality Assessment of Popular Science Articles: Corpus Study of the Scientific American and its Arabic Version", criticizes the translation quality which focuses on factual quality and noticeably underestimates textual adequacy which caters for cohesion and coherence. She rightly concludes that it is not enough to have science articles translated and edited by specialists in the relevant areas in the absence of translation training that sharpens their transfer competence.
It should be noted that the present study is not meant to conduct a quality assessment study of the Arabic version of Scientific American. Other things being equal, the purpose of this investigation is to examine how professional specialist translators deal 5 with English RLFs in Arabic translation as sampled by Majalat AlOloom. Therefore, the discussion, analysis and critique therein are solely confined to RLFs, the feature under investigation.
Categories of English Data
There are three categories of the English data extracted:
1. The RLF is employed immediately after the complete form in the first mention but alone in subsequent mentions, e.g. human accelerated region 1 (HAR1), throughfall displacement experiment (TDE), net primary production (NPP), resource description framework ((RDF), universal resource identifier (URI), etc. 
Strategies Employed in Translating RLFS
The corpus instantiates 6 Arabic strategies in translating English RLFs as follows:
1. Translation Alone: The translator simply translates the English source term into Arabic.
2. Translation + RLF: The translator translates the word/phrase and supplements it with the complete form and reduced form.
3. Arabic Generic Word + Borrowing: The translator borrows the English term but precedes it with an Arabic generic term to clarify the translation.
4. Borrowing Alone: The translator borrows the English term and writes it using Arabic alphabet.
Borrowing + Acronym: The translator borrows the English term in Arabic alphabet
and supplements it with the English acronym.
6. Translation + Borrowing: The translator translates as well as borrows the English term/phrase. Out of the six strategies noted in the translation strategies above, the highest percentage goes for the translation alone strategy, followed by the use of translation with the reduced form. The following discussion sheds light on each of these strategies.
Translation Alone
This is the most frequent strategy in the data (41.6%). The high frequency of this strategy derives from the fact that it is employed in a variety of RLFs where the translator expects the reader to be familiar with the Arabic translation independently of the English RLF. The variety includes: 7 a) Clipped Forms such as:
b) Abbreviations such as:
c) Blended Forms such as: 
Arabic Generic Word + Borrowing (in Arabic or English alphabet)
This strategy comes third in the data (18.3%). The translator here opts for prefacing the abbreviation or acronym with a generic word to facilitate its processing by the reader. In many cases, the Arabic generic word duplicates the last initial in the English RLF, as can be illustrated in the two examples below:
NASA ‫وآﺎﻟﺔ‬ 'NASA agency'
HIV ‫اﻟﻔﻴﺮوس‬ 'HIV virus'
In the first example (NASA), the initial 'A' for the generic word 'Administration' is further duplicated by the Arabic generic word ‫ﺔ‬ ‫وآﺎﻟ‬ 'agency'. Similarly, in the second example (HIV), the initial 'V' for the generic word 'virus' is duplicated by the Arabic generic word ‫ﺮوس‬ ‫اﻟﻔﻴ‬ 'virus'. Cleary, the translator wants to naturalize the discourse as well as facilitate comprehension.
In some cases, the source text employs generic words in the first mention of highly technical RLFs. However, the target text will employ the generic term in all subsequent mentions, e.g. ASPM ‫ﺔ‬ ‫اﻟﺠﻴﻨ‬ 'ASPM gene'. This strategy compensates for the zero translation of such terms by the continued employment of the generic term. Besides, the terms would sound unnatural without the generic term.
In few cases, the translator, not being certain that the generic word would do the job, may reinforce the generic word with a post-modifier immediately after the borrowing, as in:
‫اﻟﻤﺘﻔﺠﺮة‬ TNT ‫ال‬ ‫ﻣﺎدة‬ 'TNT explosive material'.
Borrowing alone
There are a few examples where the RLF is borrowed alone whether in Arabic alphabet or English alphabet (9.1%). The following examples are illustrative:
As can be seen, English acronyms may be borrowed as words in Arabic alphabet, e.g. ‫ﻴﻒ‬ ‫اﻟﻴﻮﻧﻴﺴ‬ for 'UNICEF' and ‫ﺪز‬ ‫اﻷﻳ‬ for 'AIDS'. Similarly, in two recurrent cases and due to editorial policy, the English abbreviations DNA and RNA are borrowed as Arabic acronyms ‫اﻟﺮﻧﺎ‬ ‫و‬ ‫,اﻟﺪﻧﺎ‬ i.e. they are pronounced as Arabic words (See strategy 2 above). The reason for the adoption of borrowing alone seems to stem from the universal or local (magazine-specific) familiarity with these terms.
In some cases, rendering the abbreviation in English alphabet is indicative of the translator's inability to translate the sense of the RLF and, consequently, constitutes zero translation. The employment of 'IEEE' (which is an online database) and Tg (which is a measurement of 'thyroglobulin') in the Arabic text without any attempt to translate the concept is a serious weakness in the translation. The specialist translator should be able to combine borrowing with translation in order to facilitate comprehension.
Borrowing + Acronym
This strategy is often applied in cases of familiar English internationalisms where the translator works with the assumption that the reader is aware of such abbreviations.
However, s/he reinforces the borrowing in Arabic alphabet by mentioning the English RLF. It should be noted that the Latin alphabet is replaced with the Arabic alphabet in such borrowings, that is, transliteration, which employs the Latin alphabet, is not available when borrowing into Arabic, whereas it is adopted when borrowing from Arabic into
English, e.g. ‫ﺟﻬﺎد‬ is transliterated as jihad and ‫ﺣﻤﺎس‬ is transliterated as Hamas. 
Translation + Borrowing
The corpus contains few cases (4.4%) where translation is combined with borrowing in Arabic or English alphabet, as can be illustrated in the following examples:
Apparently, the translator in the first three examples above opts for borrowing the technical part of the RLF in English alphabet instead of employing translation alone.
While this decision is transparent in the first two items because the borrowed terms are as familiar as their Arabic counterparts, viz. ً ‫ﺎ‬ ‫وراﺛﻴ‬ ‫ﻮر‬ ‫اﻟﻤﺤ‬ and ‫ﻮي‬ ‫اﻟﺤﻴ‬ ‫ﻮع‬ ‫اﻟﺘﻨ‬ , respectively, the decision in the third item is rather opaque as the Arabic counterpart, ‫ﻲ‬ ‫زراﻋ‬ ‫ﻲ‬ ‫ﺑﻴﺌ‬ is more transparent to the Arab reader. As for the fourth item, the translator rightly retains the English abbreviation (4E) but unjustifiably translates the generic word 'chromosome' into ‫ﺒﻐﻲ‬ ‫,اﻟﺼ‬ which is largely unfamiliar to the Arab reader. A better option is to borrow it in Arabic alphabet, i.e. ‫,آﺮوﻣﻮزوم‬ which is a common borrowing in Arabic.
Categories of English Data in Relation to Translation Strategies
To shed more light on the relation between the most frequent English categories that were used in the source English text, i.e., blended forms and complete form + RLF (See Table 1 ), and the translation strategies employed in translating these categories, let us examine Tables 3 and 4 below. As discussed in section 5 above, the use of the blended form was the most frequent category among the data under analysis. Having a closer look at those blended forms, it is found that the bulk of blended forms (74.4%) is rendered into Arabic by translation alone (see Table 3 ). This simply indicates that what is familiarly known in Arabic as 'the blended compound' is not a priority for the Arab translator when translating blended forms. It can be argued that the main motivation here is to achieve transparency by avoiding opaque blended compounds. For example, the blended form 'biochemistry' Table 4 ) is rendered by Translation + RLF (40%) and Arabic Generic Word + Borrowing (40%). Both strategies aim to facilitate the processing of such highly technical phrases by the addition of the RLF or the employment of an Arabic generic word. It can be argued that these two strategies constitute the key to dealing with discipline-specific English
RLFs. The translator's main task is to achieve a good degree of transparency of such RLFs in Arabic scientific discourse. In few cases, the strategy of Translation alone will be sufficient where the transparency of the Arabic rendition is very high.
Translation Strategies in Relation to Categories of English Data
This section discusses another aspect of the data, that is, the relationship between the most frequent translation strategies employed, i.e., translation alone and translation + RLF (See Table 2 ), and the categories of English data that they were derived from. Tables 5 and 6 below provide a detailed breakdown of these two strategies. 7. Quantity-wise, it is clear that the rendition of most RLFs contributes significantly to the verification of the Explicitation Hypothesis (Blum-Kulka, 1986) , which argues that explicitation is an inherent feature of translation activity, i.e., the translation is always more explicit than the original. 
Pedagogical Implications

